clarification is desired) as Pasteurella mairii corrig. Sneath and Stevens 1990 .
Another instance of problems of latinization has arisen from the proposal of two subspecies within the genus Staphylococcus which bear orthographic variants of an epithet indicating hydrolysis of urea. These are Staphylococcus capitis subsp. ureolyticus ( 2 ) and Staphylococcus cohnii subsp. urealyticum [sic] (8). The latter name is a junior homonym, and because no two subspecies within a genus may bear the same subspecific epithet (Rules 12b and 13c), urealyticus in the name of this subspecies of S. cohnii will have to be replaced. But the point at issue is the correct latinization. The epithet is formed from the word urea, conventionally regarded as a modern Latin noun, urea, and a Greek adjective, lyticus. Appendix 9, Table 4 , of the new edition of the Bacteriological Code indicates that in a Latin-Greek combination the preferred connecting vowel is -i-, and the ommission of a connecting vowel is permitted when the suffix begins with a vowel. The strict application of these conventions would lead to the form ureailyticus. It seems implausible to treat urea as having the root ure-, which would lead to ureilyticus. However, precedent can be found in medicine and bacteriology for urealyticus. The synthesis of urea is known as ureapoiesis (Latin-Greek compound, urea andpoiein, to form [4]), and the bacterial names (Ureaplasma urealyticum (14) , Bacteroides ureolyticus (7), and Arthrobacter ureafaciens (3) do not contain the inserted letter -i-after urea. Inasmuch as the root of the modern Latin noun urea is not ureo-, the form urealyticus seems preferable. But the formation of compound words is evidently not always straightforward, and both convention and euphony have a part to play.
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